The hiring of new workers via employee referrals is presumed to be important for understanding ethnic divisions of labor because it creates a built-in bias toward incumbents: members of a particular ethnic group concentrate in particular jobs and when new employment opportunities become available at their workplace, they pass this information along to social contacts, often of the same race and ethnic background. In this manner many employment opportunities become detached from the open market, becoming rationed instead on the basis of insider referrals. Without such network hiring, one is left to assume, the matching of workers and jobs would be less constrained by ethnic identity, and ethnic divisions of labor would diminishthe (labor) market would erode ascriptive differences in the organization of work to the extent that human capital allows.
This argument, while logical and widely held, suffers an important shortcoming: past studies have assumed, but not empirically demonstrated, that ethnically concentrated jobs tend disproportionately to be filled informally by employees who themselves work in these types of jobs and recruit friends, kin, and acquaintances to fill vacancies. Ethnographic studies of immigrant networks have come closest to filling this gap, providing detailed accounts of the resettlement and incorporation of foreign-born workers within local economies (Bodnar, Simon, and Weber, 1982; Boyd, 1989; Hagan, 1994 Hagan, , 1998 Hareven, 1975; MacDonald and MacDonald, 1964; Wells, 1996) . However, we cannot be sure of the generality of these findings-case studies are better at developing theory and expectations than testing general theoretical propositions.
Survey analysis would help to address this shortcoming, but to date most relevant studies have lacked data on how workers and jobs are matchedinformal searches and hires are inferred rather than observed. Moreover, data constraints have encouraged researchers to focus on ethnic divisions of labor at the level of industries and occupations rather than at the level of jobs, that is, within workplaces (e.g., Glass, 1990; Logan, Alba, and McNulty, 1994; Model, 1997; Sorenson, 1989; Waldinger, 1996; Wilson, 2000) . While attention to occupational and industrial niches continue to generate keen insights into the ethnic segmentation of local labor markets, a focus on jobs is essential for two basic reasons: (1) workers are matched to jobs, not industries and occupations; and (2) it is within jobs, not industries and occupations, that workers interact. So if race and ethnicity are salient dividers in the labor market, they should be especially so on the job.
In this paper I address these issues using unique and recently available data from the Multi-City Survey of Urban Inequality to investigate group differences in referral hiring and ethnically homogeneous jobs. The central questions are straightforward. Which groups are most likely to be matched to jobs through insider referrals? Which groups are most likely to enter ethnically homogeneous jobs? And to what extent are the two processes correlated? In answering these questions, I focus on five categories of workers: native-born Whites, native-born Blacks, native-born Latinos, and recent and established Latino immigrants, who are distinguished by whether they have lived in the United States 5 or more years. My goal, in addition to testing the empirical link between referral hiring and ethnically homogeneous jobs, is to assess whether this link is more important for immigrants than native-born minorities. I discuss the rationale for this focus below.
BACKGROUND
One of the more perplexing puzzles of contemporary urban labor markets is how the same restructuring processes that devastated job prospects for less educated Blacks during the 1980s and 1990s could absorb thousands of new immigrant workers, many of whom possess little formal education and, like Blacks, live in highly segregated inner-city neighborhoods. As scholars have engaged this question, the central problematic of contemporary urban inequality has shifted. The key question is no longer strictly one of job supply but also one of job distribution-who gets which jobs and why.
Increasingly answers to the distribution question focus on the salience of social networks for finding employment (Aponte, 1996; Cohn and Fossett, 1996; Elliott, 1999 Elliott, , 2000 Kasinitz and Rosenberg, 1996; Sassen, 1995; Waldinger, 1997) . Instead of emphasizing well-documented declines in blue-collar jobs, a social network approach highlights the functions that personal contacts play in the labor market. These functions are essentially twofold. At the most basic level, contacts can provide job seekers with timely information about employment opportunities that may not be widely or publically known. Second, contacts can refer, or sponsor, job seekers, thereby improving their odds of acquiring particular positions. This second function is especially relevant in cases in which the contact is already working for the prospective employer.
While reasons a job seeker might benefit from an insider referral are fairly straightforward, reasons employers might favor insider referrals are less so. The accepted explanation is that referral hiring allows employers to "leverage" employees' social ties to their own advantage. Fernandez and colleagues (2000) distinguish five mechanisms through which this advantage can accrue. First, incumbent referrals can expand the pool of job applicants to include individuals who might not otherwise know about and apply for respective job openings (Breaugh and Mann, 1984; Fernandez and Weinberg, 1997; Schwab, 1982) . Second, because referral ties tend to be homophilous (Myers and Shultz, 1951; Rees and Shultz, 1970; Ullman, 1966 ; see also Granovetter, 1995) , and because incumbent referrers cleared a prior screening process, referred applicants are likely to be better qualified than nonreferred applicants. The third mechanism is "reputation protection": to the degree that employees think their reputations at work will be affected by the quality of their referrals, they will refer only qualified applicants (Rees, 1966; Rees and Shultz, 1970; Saloner, 1985; Ullman, 1966) . Fernandez and colleagues (2000) refer to these three mechanisms collectively as the "richer pool" argument-employers benefit from insider referrals because they produce more and better applicants from which to choose.
The fourth mechanism by which referral hiring can benefit employers is through "information advantage"-the referrer passes along information to the employer about applicant qualities not easily assessed in formal recruitment procedures (e.g., work ethic and collegiality), while on the applicant's side, the referrer provides "extra" information about the job in question (e.g., informal rules and relations governing expectations and performance). The result is presumed to be a "better match" between the job and the eventual hire. Finally, referral hiring can benefit employers even after the job is filled. The argument is that the insider referrer is likely to help the newcomer in the organizational socialization process and perhaps even with on-the-job training, thereby boosting productivity and enriching the nascent bond between employer and newly hired worker (Grieco, 1987; Reichers, 1987; Sutton and Louis, 1987) .
The overriding point behind all five mechanisms of referral hiring is that organizations, as well as workers, have incentives to match workers to jobs through insider referrals. These incentives help to explain why, in the recent National Organizations Study, 37% of representatively sampled employers reported frequently using employee referrals to recruit new workers (Kalleberg, Knoke, Marsden, and Spaeth, 1996, p. 138) . These incentives, however, cannot tell us if particular types of workers are more likely than others to gain employment through insider referrals. This gap is important because one of the presumed effects of referrer-referral homophily is to reproduce the demographic composition of the incumbent workforce. This situation occurs because social networks tend to be racially homogeneous, which means that there is a high probability that same-race candidates will be referred and hired through incumbent networks (Braddock and McPartland, 1987; Clark, 1964; Corcoran, Datcher, and Duncan, 1980; Model, 1993; Rees, 1966) .
While this argument makes sense in theory, no study to date has explicitly examined racial and ethnic differences in referral hiring and its links to ethnically homogeneous jobs. Relevant studies instead have focused on racial and ethnic differences in workers' use of job contacts in general, regardless of whether these contacts worked for prospective employers. The general conclusion of these studies is that Latinos are significantly more likely than other major racial and ethnic groups to use their social networks to acquire jobs (Elliott, 1999; Falcon and Melendez, 1996; Green, Tigges, and Diaz, 1999; Mier and Giloth, 1985) . Blacks, by contrast, are more likely than other racial and ethnic groups, including Whites, to rely on formal methods of job matching, such as answering classified ads, using public and private employment agencies, and simply walking in and applying for jobs (Green, Tigges, and Diaz, 1999; Holzer, 1987; Marx and Leicht, 1992) .
Reasons for these racial and ethnic differences in informal job matching remain unclear. However, one theory suggests that they arise because informal job matching permits race to play a more prominent role in the hiring process than it does when formal channels are involved, and this fact hurts Blacks the most (Holzer, 1987 (Holzer, , 1996 . The corollary is that Blacks are more likely to acquire jobs through formal channels-not personal contacts-because formal channels provide more explicit criteria by which employers can evaluate applicants, thereby downplaying the effects of racial discrimination on the part of employers. This perspective receives prima facie support from recent case studies of employer recruitment practices. In their study of Chicago businesses, for example, Kirschenman and Neckerman (1991) found that White and Latino applicants are heavily favored over Blacks in the hiring queue. Waldinger (1997) reports similar findings from interviews with service and light manufacturing firms in Los Angeles, as do Moss and Tilly (1996) in their study of public and private employers in Los Angeles and Detroit.
Another explanation for why Blacks are less likely than other ethnic minorities to find jobs through personal contacts is that fewer of them are foreign-born-a possibility largely ignored in recent quantitative studies of racial and ethnic differences in job matching (Elliott, 1999; Green, Tigges, and Diaz, 1999; Holzer, 1987) . Immigrant status is crucial for understanding group differences in informal job matching for a couple of reasons. First, foreign-born workers tend to possess poor English skills and little education compared with native-born workers. These attributes combine with ethnic prejudices in United States society and a lack of experience with domestic labor markets to limit competitiveness for formal job openings, thereby rendering contacts especially important for gaining employment. Second, immigrants rely heavily on social networks in the relocation process, using them to find housing, a sense of community, and, perhaps most importantly, jobs at their point of destination (Hagan, 1998; Massey, Alcaron, Durand, and Gonzalez, 1987; Portes and Bach, 1985) .
At the aggregate level, the unique salience of social networks among immigrants helps to explain why local unemployment rates have no effect on the likelihood of foreign-born workers settling in an area, whereas they have a strong, negative effect on native-born workers' propensity to do so (Sassen, 1995, p. 91) . It also helps to explain how foreign-born workers can make surprising inroads into declining sectors of many urban economies, such as light manufacturing in New York and Los Angeles (Sassen, 1995, p. 91 ; see also Waldinger, 1996 Waldinger, , 1997 ). An important implication for the present study is not just that immigrant workers are likely to rely especially heavily on personal contacts-particularly insider referrers-to find jobs, but also that after controlling for this fact, native-born Latinos and Blacks may have much more similar rates of informal job matching than prior research suggests.
Of course even if immigrants are more likely to acquire jobs through personal contacts than native-born minorities, this pattern does not necessary last forever. Indeed, Bailey and Waldinger (1991) argue that ethnically concentrated jobs-to which informal job matching is often presumed to lead-operate as a kind of "training system" in which newly arrived immigrants gain work experience, develop skills, and become more knowledgeable about how the local labor market works. As this experience accrues, foreign-born workers decrease their reliance on insider referrals and increase their competitiveness for jobs in the "mainstream" (i.e., predominantly White and formal) economy (Nee, Sanders, and Sernau, 1994) .
To the extent these processes exert themselves, they have important implications not only for individual workers but also for ethnic divisions of labor within local labor markets. This is because, as mentioned before, informal job matching, in general, and insider referrals, in particular, are widely assumed to contribute to a process of homosocial reproduction-incumbents refer people like themselves, thereby reproducing their own sociodemographic characteristics on the job.
Recapitulation and Formal Hypotheses
Drawing on the foregoing discussion, I posit the following hypotheses for empirical investigation.
Hypothesis 1. Insider referrals account for a significant share of all informal job matches.
Hypothesis 2. The likelihood of insider referrals varies by immigrant status, with newer arrivals being more likely than established immigrants and nativeborn minorities to acquire jobs through this type of informal matching.
Hypothesis 3. Workers who acquire jobs through insider referrals are more likely than workers who acquire jobs through other channels to enter, and thus reproduce, ethnically homogeneous jobs.
I discuss the data and measures used to examine these hypotheses below.
DATA AND MEASURES
Data for the present study come primarily from the Multi-City Survey of Urban Inequality (MCSUI), which is a multistage stratified random sample of adults living in Atlanta, Boston, Detroit, and Los Angeles during 1992-1994. I exclude Detroit from the present study because questions about job matching and composition went unasked in this portion of the survey.
In stage one of the sampling design, census tracts were stratified by race/ ethnicity and poverty status in each metro area. In Atlanta these census tracts were drawn from all nine counties of the 1990 Atlanta metropolitan area (Clayton, Cobb, DeKalb, Douglas, Fayette, Fulton, Gwinnett, Henry, and Rockdale). In Boston, census tracts were drawn from the entire Boston-LawrenceSalem Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area. In Los Angeles, they were drawn from the core county of the Los Angeles metro area, Los Angeles County, which is ethnically and economically diverse. In stage two, households were randomly selected from within these stratified census tracts. Face-to-face interviews were then conducted with individuals from the selected households. These interviews lasted approximately 2 h, with the race/ethnicity of respondents and interviewers matched to minimize well-known race-of-interviewer effects (for more details about the MCSUI see Johnson, Oliver, and Bobo, 1994; O'Connor, Tilly, and Bobo, 2000) .
The MCSUI's oversampling of individuals from minority and poor neighborhoods may bias the sample against relatively more successful immigrants who migrated out of the sampling frame into more "mainstream"suburban neighborhoods. If we assume that residence in such neighborhoods brings with it a convergence in labor market behavior with native-born workers, it would suggest that the results I report here overstate differences between immigrants and native-born workers because they focus on the experiences of relatively less successful immigrants. While this possibility cannot be dismissed, two factors minimize its potential influence. First, only the Los Angeles portion of the survey draws from a circumscribed portion of the target metro area, and this portion is hardly small or economically homogeneous. Second, the oversample of nonpoor, as well as poor, ethnic neighborhoods helps to ensure a balance between relatively successful and unsuccessful immigrants.
To ensure samples large enough for multivariate analysis, I pool the data from Atlanta, Boston, and Los Angeles. Included in the sample are native-born Whites, native-born Blacks, native-born Latinos, and immigrant Latinos. Immigrant Latinos I subdivide into two groups: "recent immigrants," who first entered the United States less than 5 years prior to the survey, and "established immigrants," who first entered the United States 5 or more years prior to the survey. Length of time in the United States is measured by the following question: "When did you first come to live in the (mainland) United States?" Values range from less than a year to 46 years, with a mean of 12.5 and a standard deviation of 8.1. The 5-year cut point is convenient but arbitrary; a shorter period would reduce the subsample of "recent" immigrants below 100.
Because interest lies with job matching, I restrict the sample to non-selfemployed workers, ages 21 to 64, who entered new civilian jobs within 5 years of the survey date-an approach that results in 2030 recent job entrants. Subsample sizes for respective ethnic/immigrant groups appear in the top row of Table 1 and range from 122 for recent Latino immigrants to 707 for native-born Blacks. The 5-year restriction on job matching is a function of the survey instrument, which sought to increase reliability by limiting the historical period of recall-a common approach in surveys of job matching. Compared with this sample of recent job seekers, one might expect a more general sample to be older and perhaps less adventurous, since job tenure usually increases with age and because job switching often involves the pursuit of new opportunities (Granovetter, 1974) . I discuss the measurement of key variables below.
Job Matching
In this study I identify three mutually exclusive types of job matching: (1) the use of formal channels; (2) the use of insider referrals; and (3) the use of other types of informal channels, including nonsearch matches. Information for all three types of job matching come largely from the following question: "Did you find your (last/present) job through friends or relatives, other people, newspaper ads, or some other way?" Formal matches refer to cases in which individuals actively searched for and acquired jobs through newspaper ads and "other" formal channels, such as help-wanted signs, state employment agencies, school placement offices, and private employment services. These "other" modes of formal job matching are inferred from related questions regarding respondents' job search activities, that is, how they looked for jobs prior to acquiring them.
If a respondent reports looking for and acquiring a job through a personal contact, the MCSUI asks about the characteristics of the contact, including whether he or she worked with the respondent's eventual employer. If the contact worked for the employer, the job match is considered the result of an insider referral; if the contact did not work for the respondent's eventual employer, the job match is defined as an "other," more generic, type of informal match. For both types of informal matching-insider referral and other-answers to related questions are used to exclude cases in which personal contacts merely provided verbal or written references; these cases are considered formal matches.
Included in the "other" type of informal job match are also respondents who acquired jobs without actively looking for them. Such nonsearch matches are inferred on the basis of two questions: "When did you last look for work?" and "How long have you been working for your present employer?" If the respondent reports being with his or her current employer for fewer than 5 years and reports last looking for work more than 5 years ago, the job match is assumed to have occurred without an active search. Because no job search questions were asked of individuals who last searched for work over 5 years ago, no additional information is available on whether the (inferred) nonsearch match occurred primarily through formal or informal channels. The logic behind including nonsearch matches as a form of informal job matching is that jobs that "fall into your lap" are unlikely to do so without help from others (Granovetter, 1995) . So failure to include this type of job match would create a selection bias against informal job matching.
Ethnically Homogeneous Jobs
In this study I focus on ethnic divisions of labor at the level of the job, that is, according to particular tasks performed within particular workplaces. The joblevel measure is based on the question "What is the race and ethnicity of most of the employees doing the kind of work you do at the place where you work?" If the respondent reports that most co-workers are of the same racial and ethnic background, the job is considered an ethnically homogeneous job. If the respondent reports that no group comprises a majority or that the majority is a different race or ethnicity, the job is considered a nonhomogeneous job. For all groups, including recent and established immigrants, the race and ethnicity of co-workers is coded in broad terms-White, Black, Latino, Asian, or other-reflecting available categories in the MCSUI.
The validity of this job-based measure rests on the fact that it is at the level of the job, rather than at some abstract level like occupation or industry, that the matching of workers and jobs occurs. This face validity is further supported if the dichotomous indicator for ethnically homogeneous jobs is positively and significantly correlated with known measures of ethnic economic concentration, which it is. The simple correlation between the job-based measure used in this research and the local percentage of coethnics working in a given occupational grouping (discussed below) is .35, which is statistically significant at the .0001 level. Also, a simple 2 test between the job-based measure and a dichotomous measure of employment in a local ethnic "industrial niche" (1, yes; 0, no) is 22.5, with 1 df, which is also statistically significant at the .0001 level.
1
The reliability of the job measure hinges on two factors: (1) how broadly respondents construe "doing the same kind of work" they do and (2) how accurate their assessment of group composition is. When a person works in a job with 10 incumbents, estimates of group composition are likely to be highly accurate. However, when a person works in a job with 100 -200 incumbents, which is common in some manufacturing jobs, estimates of group composition are likely to be less accurate. Because the MCSUI does not include information about the number of co-workers in each respondent's self-defined "job," I must treat both situations as qualitatively the same. While this situation is less than ideal, two considerations give us confidence in the reliability of the measure of homogeneous jobs used in this research.
First, respondents were asked to give a categorical assessment of group composition-a simple majority rather than an actual percentage. Given that very few jobs are racially balanced (Tomaskovic-Devey, 1993) , this assessment should be relatively easy to make accurately and reliably-two people in the same work group are highly likely to provide the same answer. The second consideration comes from prior research on job composition measures. In his analysis of the North Carolina Employment and Health Survey (NCEHS), Tomaskovic-Devey (1993) compared racial composition measures derived at the occupational level from the Current Population Survey with those derived from job-based questions in the NCEHS regarding the self-reported percentage of non-Whites in each respondent's job. In the end he concluded that the two sets of estimates were "nearly identical" and that, "This should be a reassuring finding for readers who [are] skeptical whether survey respondents [can] provide information on the . . . racial composition of their jobs" (1993, p. 176) .
1 Industrial niches have become a common way of operationalizing ethnic divisions of labor in metro labor markets. The accepted approach is to use data from public use samples of the population census to subdivide metro economies into 48 industrial sectors (see Logan, Alba, and McNulty, 1994) . If the odds that an ethnic group is represented in a local industrial sector are 1.5 times greater than the odds we would expect based on the group's share of the local labor force, then the industrial sector is considered an ethnic niche for the respective group in that city. For example, if Latinos comprise one third of Los Angeles's metro labor force, then a local industrial sector is considered a Latino "industrial niche" if group members comprise 43% or more of the sector's workforce (.43/.57)/(.33/.67) ϭ 1.53. The odds ratio, rather than a simple percentage, is used to help control for the fact that smaller groups are more easily overrepresented. To further assess the face validity of my measure of homogeneous jobs, I calculated an industrial niche variable like that discussed above, using data from the 1990 5-Percent Public Use Micro Samples (PUMS) for each metro area-Atlanta, Boston, and Los Angeles. The dichotomous variable was then merged with the MCSUI data set, and a 2 test was performed between it and the homogeneous job measure used in the present study. Results are reported in the text.
Control Variables
Occupational concentration. Because I wish to distinguish ethnic concentration on the job from local ethnic concentration within occupational groupings, I include a control variable that measures the local percentage of coethnics employed in each respondent's respective occupational grouping. To construct this variable, I borrow from recent research by Logan, Alba, and McNulty (1994) and Model (1997) , who use data from the 5-Percent Public Use Micro Samples (PUMS) of the population census to subdivide metro economies into 48 industrial sectors (see footnote 1). For the present study, I use the 1990 5-Percent PUMS to subdivide each metro economy in the sample-Atlanta, Boston, and Los Angeles-into 42 occupational groupings based largely on two-digit Census Occupation Codes (see Appendix A for categories and codes). I then calculate each ethnic group's local share of non-self-employed workers in each occupational grouping. For example, if Whites comprise 91% of Boston's executives (which they do), all White respondents in Boston working in this occupational grouping would receive a value of 0.91. Likewise Black respondents in Boston working in this occupational grouping would receive a value of 0.04, reflecting their local share of executives.
This measure of occupational concentration is useful in two respects. First, it provides a backdrop against which to assess relative levels of employment in ethnically homogeneous jobs. Second, it serves as an important control variable in multivariate analyses predicting employment in a homogeneous job. Without this control variable, it would be difficult to assess the extent to which covariates were correlated with employment in an ethnically homogeneous job, as opposed to an ethnically concentrated occupation.
Human capital characteristics. Consistent with prior research on ethnic differences in informal job matching and ethnic concentration, I include a measure of education. This variable is operationalized as a continuous measure of years of schooling completed by the respondent. The expectation is that there is an interaction effect with race when it comes to predicting employment in ethnically homogeneous jobs: among minorities, more schooling is likely to lower the odds of working in homogeneous jobs; among Whites, the opposite is true. This interaction effect reflects the differential educational distributions of Whites and non-Whites in the United States.
Because language skills are also likely to affect job matching and ethnic clustering, I control for them as well. This variable is operationalized as three dummy variables corresponding to the following (self-reported) categories: no English ability; little to fair ability; good to very good ability. All native-born respondents fall in the latter category-good to very good-by design. The expectation among foreign-born respondents is that English ability is negatively correlated with employment in homogeneous job-the worse one's English, the greater one's odds of working in a homogeneous job.
Demographic characteristics. To determine whether network hiring and em-ployment in homogeneous jobs differ for men and women, I also include a dummy indicator for gender. The measure takes the value of 1 for women and 0 for men. I also include a series of dummy variables for city of residenceAtlanta, Boston, or Los Angeles-to identify and control for geographic differences in job matching and ethnic homogeneity. Workplace attributes. Although the MCSUI household survey contains relatively few data on workplace attributes, it does have information on two key organizational variables widely suspected of affecting job matching and ethnic composition. The first of these is establishment size. While larger establishments are generally expected to have more formal recruitment procedures (i.e., less informal matching), the effect of establishment size on homogeneous jobs is more ambiguous. On the one hand, smaller establishments are likely to have smaller work groups, which are more easily dominated by a particular race or ethnic group; on the other hand, larger organizations may bring with them greater amounts of sex and race segregation on the job (Bielby and Baron, 1986 ) and be in a better position to absorb the financial cost of racial discrimination (Tolbert, 1986) . I use a logarithmic transformation (natural log) of establishment sizemeasured as the number of employees-with the expectation that the effect of establishment size on working in a homogeneous job is nonlinear (Mueller, Finley, Iverson, and Price, 1999) .
The second organizational variable is whether the employer is in the public sector-a bastion of employment opportunities for urban minorities, particularly Blacks (Fernandez, 1975; Reskin and Roos, 1992; Valenzuela, 1998) . To account for the unique salience of public sector employment for urban Blacks, I include not only a dummy variable for location in the public sector but also an interaction term for being Black and employed in the public sector. The expectation is that Blacks are more likely than other groups to work in homogeneous jobs within the public sector, where affirmative action on their behalf has been most aggressively pursued.
Having discussed the data and measures used in this research, I now turn to the analyses, beginning with descriptive statistics on ethnic concentration in the labor market. Table 1 reports descriptive statistics for several measures of ethnic concentration in the labor market. As a point of departure, it is useful to begin with the mean percentage of coethnics in each respondent's local occupational grouping. Unsurprisingly, native-born Whites have the highest level of occupational concentration at 66.8%. This number means that the average native-born White in the sample works in an occupation that is two thirds White. Recent and established Latino immigrants have the next highest rates of occupational concentration-45.5 and 38.3%, respectively-compared with 20.7% among native-born Blacks and 16.9% among native-born Latinos.
RESULTS
Against these rates of occupational concentration, employment in ethnically homogeneous jobs appears relatively high for all groups. For example, although native-born Blacks work in occupations that, on average, are only 21% Black, nearly half (49.7%) work in predominantly Black, or homogeneous, jobs. The same pattern holds for native-born Latinos: while on average they comprise only 17% of their local occupational grouping, 42.3% work in homogeneous jobs. The highest rate of employment in homogeneous jobs, as hypothesized, is among recent Latino immigrants, over 90% of whom work in ethnically homogeneous jobs (!). Established Latino immigrants are the second highest group at 71%. A 2 test reported in the right-most column of Table 1 indicates that this group variation in homogeneous jobs is statistically significant at the .001 level.
These preliminary findings are important for a couple reasons. First, they validate the idea that ethnic divisions of labor are more pronounced on the job-that is, within establishments-than within local occupational groupings-a finding which is consistent with well-established patterns of sex segregation in the labor market (Bielby and Baron, 1986; Blau, 1975; Reskin and Roos, 1990 ; Tomaskovic-Devey, 1993, pp. 24 -37). Second, they lend weight to the suspicion that native-born Latinos are more similar to native-born Blacks with respect to working in ethnically homogeneous jobs than they are to their foreign-born counterparts. To refine our sense of whether time in the United States affects the likelihood that Latino immigrants enter homogeneous jobs, I estimated a simple logit model with time in the United States as the (continuous) independent variable and employment in a homogeneous job (1, yes; 0, no) as the dependent variable.
Results (not shown) confirm a significant correlation between the two variables (P Ͻ .001) and indicate that with each year in the United States, a Latino immigrant's likelihood of entering a homogeneous job decreases by roughly 2 percentage points-from a estimated 96% during the first year of settlement (!) to 76% after 10 years in the United States. This basic pattern is confirmed by a more flexible functional form of the same logit model that uses dummy indicators for various lengths of time in the United States.
2 If conventional wisdom is correct, this relationship derives, at least in part, from the fact that newly settled immigrants are more likely than other groups to find jobs through informal channels, especially insider referrals.
Descriptive statistics on job matching in the middle of Table 1 support and clarify this conventional wisdom. First, they confirm that recent Latino immigrants-those in the United States for fewer than 5 years-are more likely than other groups to enter jobs with the help of personal contacts (81.1%). By comparison, the rate among more established Latino immigrants is 72.8%, and among native-born minorities the average is 57.3%. Again, a 2 test indicates that these group differences are statistically significant at the .001 level and, importantly for this research, that these differences derive almost entirely from group variation in the use of insider referrals, not from other types of informal hiring. This finding supports Hypothesis 1, as does the fact that the majority of informal job matches are insider referrals.
Multivariate Analyses
To test group differences in job matching more formally, I estimated two multinomial models with the three categories of job matching as the dependent variable. The first model establishes baseline coefficients for each group; the second model adds control variables for personal and workplace characteristics to determine the extent to which these factors explain observed differences in Model 1. The results appear in Table 2 and affirm that group differences in the use of insider referrals are larger and more robust than group differences in other types of informal job matching.
Regarding Hypothesis 2-that insider referrals vary by immigrant statusonly the reduced Model 1 provides unconditional support. Specifically, 2 tests of respective coefficients reveal that recent Latino immigrants are significantly more likely than established Latino immigrants to acquire jobs through insider referrals (P ϭ .025), who in turn are significantly more likely than native-born Latinos to acquire jobs through insider referrals (P ϭ .049). However, once control variables are entered into Model 2, these significant "immigrant effects" disappear-that is, 2 tests indicate no statistically significant difference in the use of insider referrals between native-born Latinos and recent or established Latino immigrants.
The implication of these findings is not so much that immigrant status is irrelevant for understanding group differences in insider referrals, but that other factors help to explain why immigrant status matters. A closer look at Model 2 suggests that the most important mediating factor is English ability. As one would expect, weak English skills strongly predict the use of insider referrals among Latino immigrants. Another key factor is the size of the employing establishment. Results show that smaller workplaces are more likely to hire workers through insider referrals, and side analyses confirm that immigrants are more likely than native-born workers to gain employment in smaller workplaces. 3 Finally, results in Model 2 show that roughly 33% of men entered jobs through insider referrals, all else equal, compared with 27% of women. While statistically significant, this six-point difference pales in comparison to the estimated twofold differential between native-born Whites and recent Latino immigrants-26% compared with 53%, all else equal.
In sum, evidence thus far supports the unique salience of insider referrals for understanding group differences in the job distribution process. It also supports the idea that Latinos, especially recent immigrants, are more reliant on insider referrals than other groups, even after controlling for personal and workplace characteristics. The next question is whether insider referrals significantly increase the likelihood of entering ethnically homogeneous jobs.
By way of background, it is first useful to examine the degree of ethnic homogeneity among referrer-referral pairs-that is, workers and their contactssince a key assumption is that employment networks are ethnically bounded. Here data show that 80% of insider referrals involve coethnic pairs, compared with 84% of other types of informal job matches. The magnitude and similarity of these percentages make two important points. First, the use of personal contacts to obtain jobs conforms to assumptions of social homophily-the overwhelming majority of job contacts are the same race and ethnicity as the workers they assist. Second, this ethnic "boundedness" holds whether contacts are insider referrers or not. So any difference in the propensity of insider and outsider contacts to lead to ethnically homogeneous jobs must be explained by something other than differences in the likelihood that one or the other type of job contact is coethnic.
With these points in mind, I fit a logistic regression model predicting employment in an ethnically homogeneous job (1, yes; 0, no). On the right-hand side of the equation, I include group indicators and the same control variables as those in Table 2 . I also add several new control variables that I discussed above. First, I include the percentage of coethnics in each respondent's local occupational grouping to control for racial and ethnic concentration within occupations, which affects, but is conceptually distinct from, job-level concentration. I also include two interaction terms: one distinguishes the effects of schooling for Whites and non-Whites; the other distinguishes the effects of public sector employment for Blacks and non-Blacks. The results appear in Table 3 .
The first question is whether insider referrals are more likely than other modes of job matching to lead to ethnically homogeneous jobs, net of the control factors. The answer, as hypothesized, is yes. Results show that the odds of entering homogeneous jobs increase an average of 1.32 times when workers use insider referrals compared with formal recruitment channels. There is no significant increase in the likelihood of entering homogeneous jobs when other types of job contacts are used. In other words, it is insider referrals in particular that lead disproportionately to ethnically homogeneous jobs, not job contacts in general. Again, this is true despite the fact that almost all job contacts are coethnic, whether they are insiders or not.
Further examination of Table 3 shows that the use of insider referrals, while statistically significant, does not fully explain group differences in the propensity to enter ethnically homogeneous jobs. In fact, net of other factors, the odds that a recent Latino immigrant will enter a homogeneous job are over 20 times greater than those of a native-born White and 2.3 times greater than those of a nativeborn Black. It is important to note, however, that these statistically significant differences emerge only after the interaction term for non-Whites and years of schooling is entered into the model-without this interaction term, group differences are statistically insignificant.
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To help clarify the relationship between educational achievement and homogeneous jobs, Fig. 1 reports the estimated percentages of each group in homogeneous jobs by the highest educational degree earned. These results are calculated from a logit model similar to that reported in Table 3 , but which measures educational achievement as a series of dummy variables and interacts them with each of the five groups of interest (logit results not shown). To control for compositional differences among respective groups, I set the values of all nondisplayed variables to their grand population means. Thus differences illustrated in Fig. 1 reflect group differences in effect, net of group differences in composition. The main conclusion from Fig. 1 , echoing Table 3, is that as racial and ethnic minorities become more educated, they become less likely to enter homogeneous jobs, while the opposite is true for native-born Whites. The most notable effect occurs among native-born Latinos, whose likelihood of working in homogeneous jobs plunges from roughly 60% among high school and community college graduates to less than 20% among those with a Bachelor's degree. By comparison, roughly 60% of Blacks with a Bachelor's degree work in homogeneous jobs, net of other factors.
In addition to educational attainment, the other interaction term in Table  3 -distinguishing Blacks and non-Blacks in the public sector-is also statistically significant in the expected direction. Results indicate that native-born Blacks are over twice as likely to work in homogeneous jobs when they are employed in the public sector as opposed to the private sector. Additional analyses with separate interaction terms for each group (not shown) reveal that native-born Blacks are the only group to experience this statistically significant effect. (Gender plays no significant role in predicting ethnically homogeneous jobs, net of other factors.)
As the final step in my multivariate analysis, I wished to determine if the link between insider referrals and homogeneous jobs is stronger for some groups than others. One expectation is that immigrants will experience a tighter and more statistically significant link than native-born minorities, particularly Blacks, because of their unique reliance on social networks in the labor market. To test this idea I reestimated the model in Table 3 but this time included interaction terms for each group by type of job matching (e.g., native-born Black by insider referral; native-born Black by other type of informal job matching; and so forth). The results appear in Table 4 , and a 2 test of model significance indicates that it provides a better fit than the simpler model reported in Table 3 (16.4 @ 8 df; p Ͻ .05). For presentation purposes I report only coefficients for the main and interaction effects of interest. (Patterns for the control variables remain essentially unchanged from those reported in Table 3 ).
In short, results run counter to expectation, showing that the link between insider referrals and homogeneous jobs is statistically significant only for nativeborn Blacks. Specifically, net of other factors, native-born Blacks who use insider referrals are twice as likely to enter homogeneous jobs as native-born Blacks who enter jobs through formal channels. At first this finding might seem paradoxical: How could the group with the lowest level of insider referrals and homogeneous employment experience the strongest relative link between the two? A look back to the bottom Table 1 Table 3 that uses dummy variables (rather than years of education) for educational achievement and interacts them with dummy variables for each group. (Notes) Estimated percentages are calculated by holding all other variables in the equation at their grand population means. Thus graph lines reflect group differences, net of compositional differences among groups. Graph lines are incomplete for established and recent Latino immigrants because of the insufficient cases at higher levels of educational attainment.
although foreign-and native-born Latinos have higher rates of insider referrals and employment in homogeneous jobs, native-born Blacks rely more heavily on insider referrals, relative to formal channels, to enter and thus sustain homogeneous jobs. Among Latino immigrants, by contrast, nearly all workers enter homogeneous jobs, regardless of the mode in which they are hired. The same is true of native-born Whites.
To determine if this singularly significant effect for Blacks is an artifact of differential human capital distributions among groups, I reran the model in Table  4 for respondents with no more than 12 years of schooling (not shown). The logic is that ethnic competition is fiercest among less educated workers because there are fewer educational credentials to legitimate group differences. The same pattern from Table 4 emerges: only the Black interaction term with insider referrals is statistically significant at the .05 level. Finally, I ran a main effects model separately for native-born Blacks in three educational categories: those with less than a high school degree; those with a high school degree; and those 
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Note. Control variables estimated in this model but not reported include the following: local percentage of coethnics within the respondent's occupational grouping; female; years of schooling; English ability (none; fair; good); public sector employment; natural log of establishment size; city of residence (Atlanta; Boston; Los Angeles); an interaction term for non-White by years of schooling; and an interaction term for Black by public sector employment.
* p Ͻ .05. ** p Ͻ .01. *** p Ͻ .001.
with some college. Results in all three models show a statistically significant correlation between insider referrals and homogeneous jobs. In short, the significant correlation identified in Table 4 is robust for native-born Blacks at all levels of education.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
By way of summary, I return to the three hypotheses posed earlier. First, survey data confirm that insider referrals play a critical role in understanding contemporary job matching, that is, how jobs get distributed. Overall, insider referrals accounted for a third of all new hires in Atlanta, Boston, and Los Angeles during the early 1990s-the majority of all informal hires (55%), including nonsearch matches.
Second, evidence shows that the likelihood of insider referrals varies significantly by immigrant status but that this difference is largely explained by limited English ability and the propensity to gain employment in relatively small workplaces, both of which increase workers' odds of entering jobs through referral hiring. Once these factors are controlled, ethnicity, rather immigrant status, becomes more important in predicting insider referrals. Specifically, results show that Latinos are more likely than native-born Whites to gain employment through insider referrals, all else equal-a finding that is consistent with those of prior research (Falcon and Melendez, 1996; Green, Tigges, and Diaz, 1999) . Results also indicate that there is no significant difference between native-born Blacks and Latinos with respect to using insider referrals to acquire jobs, net of other factors.
Third and finally, results confirm the widely held belief that, in general, workers who acquire jobs through insider referrals are significantly more likely than other types of workers to enter, and thus help to sustain, ethnically homogeneous jobs. Perhaps most surprising, however, is the finding that this relationship holds only for native-born Blacks and is statistically insignificant for other groups, including immigrant Latinos. While informative, this finding should not be construed to imply that insider referrals are unimportant for understanding the ethnic concentration of immigrants within and across workplaces. In fact, evidence from the MCSUI shows that 36% of recent Latino immigrants who entered jobs during the early 1990s did so with the help of insiders who matched them to ethnically homogeneous jobs-double the percentage among native-born Latinos (18%) and native-born Blacks (16%). The reason then for the noncorrelation between insider referrals and homogeneous jobs among recent Latino immigrants is simply that group members are highly likely to enter homogeneous jobs regardless of how they acquire their jobs (90%)-there is little variation in the dependent variable.
Among native-born Blacks, one explanation for the surprisingly strong link between insider referrals and homogeneous jobs might lie with well-documented patterns of employer discrimination against Blacks in the hiring process (Kirschenman and Neckermann, 1991; Moss and Tilly, 1996; Waldinger, 1997; Wilson, 1996) . Such an explanation might run as follows. Because employers tend to place Blacks at the end of the hiring queue, it is difficult for Blacks to establish themselves as a majority on the job. The logic of queuing theory suggests that such cases will occur only in situations where workers from other racial and ethnic groups do not compete for the jobs in question. This lack of ethnic competition can arise when jobs are particularly unattractive or when they are in the public sector, where discrimination against Blacks is lower and commitment to affirmative action higher. A lack of ethnic competition can also arise, as this research has emphasized, in jobs filled through insider referrals. So one reason insider referrals might be more likely than formal recruitment channels to match Blacks to homogeneous jobs is because without the restricted access implied by insider referrals, White and Latino workers would be more likely to learn about, acquire, and dominate the jobs in question. Relatedly, insider referrals might also be important for convincing employers, even Black employers (Wilson, 1996) , that a predominantly Black workforce is acceptable.
Of course this line of thinking is more complex than it might first appear. The reason is that an employer's predisposition to hire through insider referrals reflects its predisposition toward the demographic composition of its existing workforce, which in turn reflects organizational prerogatives set in motion long before current applicants for new job openings are screened and hired. But this logic brings us back to the original point-insider referrals tend to reproduce the ascriptive characteristics of incumbent workers, thereby helping to maintain ethnic segregation on the job over time. What makes native-born Blacks unique is that insider referrals are especially important for establishing and sustaining "Black" jobs because formal channels are unlikely to do so. Among other race and ethnic groups (who are less likely to be discriminated against in the hiring process) all types of job matching, including formal channels, are equally likely to lead to ethnically homogeneous jobs.
Finally, with respect to immigrant Latinos, although there is no evidence of a significant correlation between insider referrals and employment in ethnically homogeneous jobs, there might be an important feedback mechanism missed by the MCSUI data. It is quite possible that insider referrals that help many immigrant Latinos circumvent English deficiencies and enter ethnically homogeneous jobs also work to inhibit job mobility into non-homogeneous jobs in the future. The assumption here is that jobs that are mostly Latino might retard exposure to and incentive to learn English, thereby minimizing future job opportunities that require solid English skills, even those that might be filled through formal channels. Although the MCSUI does not have data on the language spoken on the job, indirect evidence supports this possibility. It shows that among established Latino immigrants, workers in ethnically homogeneous jobs are significantly more likely than workers in non-homogeneous jobs to report little to no English ability, despite at least 5 years in the country. This pattern reminds us that ethnic divisions of labor within urban economies are sustained by language barriers, in addition to insider referrals, and that the two mechanisms likely intertwine to shape not only individual life chances but also the ethnic contours of today's urban labor markets. 
